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DETAILED ACTION 

Affidavit 

1 . Applicant includes an affidavit that is directed to two tests (one that corresponds 
to the installation of the application and a comparative test). Both tests are commentary 
on the processed filaments and are thus non-commensurate with the scope of the 
apparatus claims presented. 

Response to Amendment 

2. The response filed on 07/01/2009 has been fully considered and entered into the 
record. Claims 1-3 are withdrawn. New claims 14-16 have been entered. The 
rejection for claims 4-13 is withdrawn due to appropriate correction by applicant. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 4-13 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection, to the extent that the arguments are 
applicable to the new grounds of rejection; they are addressed below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. It is unclear what applicant intended by the phrase 
"wherein the tensile strength in the length direction and tensile strength in the breadth 
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direction are greater than the corresponding tensile strengths provided by an identical 
consolidation of an identical mat on the first conveyer". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 4-12 and 14-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Vuillaume et al. (US 2002/0168910 A1 ) in view of Noelle (US 
5768756). 

a. Regarding claims 4-5 and 10-11, Vuillaume et al. teach a method and 
apparatus for producing a complex non-woven fabric where the fabric is placed 
on a conveyor utilizing a spun-bonding tower (production unit 1) (figure 1 and 
abstract). Vuillaume et al. state that a filaments are received onto a first 
conveyor (mobile conveyor belt 3) is used (abstract and figures). The first 
conveyor causes the filaments pass onto a first movable conveying element 
(conveyor 10) for supporting the mat during consolidation where the mat is free 
of consolidation, and consolidation means (water jets 13) for consolidating the 
mat supported on the first movable conveying element by entanglement (hydro- 
entanglement consolidation) (abstract and figures). Vuillaume et al. teach that 
the first conveyor and the first movable conveying element each include an 
elongate generally flat run along with the mat is conveyed and supported. 
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Vuillaume et al. fail to teach that a transfer means/second movable conveying 
element present or that said element uses a vacuum to maintain the mat on the 
outer surface of the second movable conveying element. 

Noelle teaches a process and apparatus for the manufacture of non- 
woven unpatterned cloth (abstract) where said cloth is consolidated (column 2, 
lines 1-10). Noelle goes on to disclose that a mat of filaments (base cloth) is 
placed on a first conveyor (conveyor belt 1) (column 3, lines 65-67 and figure 1). 
In addition, there is a means for causing the mat of filaments to pass from the 
first conveyer (figure 1) where said means is a second movable conveying 
element (drum 20) which has a vacuum source connected to it in such a manner 
to form a vacuum suction box (figure 1 and column 4, lines 1-5) which maintains 
the mat on the outer surface of the second movable conveying element. It would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the second movable conveying element of Noelle in the 
invention of Vuillaume et al. because the second movable conveying element 
helps to ensure progressive compression of the cloth and the vacuum will ensure 
that the cloth is properly transferred from the first conveyor to the first movable 
element (column 4, lines 17-24). 

b. Regarding claim 6, Vuillaume et al. teach that consolidation means include 
fluid impingement of the mat (see rejection for claim 4 above). Also, it has been 
established that the second movable element is air permeable. There is no 
explicit disclosure that the first movable element is highly air permeable, thus it 
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can be established that the air permeability of the first movable element is less. 
Vuillaume et al. teach that the mat supported on the first movable conveying 
element is consolidated by entanglement (hydro-entanglement consolidation) 
(see rejection of claim 4). Thus, filament entanglement will be enhanced. 
Vuillaume et al. in view of Noelle teaches that the process of the invention 
improves the mechanical properties (i.e. tensile strength) of the obtained cloth by 
thirty percent or more (Noelle column 5, lines 65-67). Thus, the ratio of the 
tensile strength in both directions would be preserved throughout the process 
apparatus. 

c. Regarding claims 7-8, Vuillaume et al. in view of Noelle fail to teach the 
claimed air permeability. The air permeability of the conveyor determines the 
degree of air that can pass through the fabric and the amount of suction that can 
be applied the fabric (Vuillaume et al. [0036]). Therefore this is a result effective 
variable. Consequently, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to have conducted routine experimentation 
to determine the optimum air permeability of the conveyor in order to obtain the 
desired degree of air that can pass through the fabric and the amount of suction 
that can be applied the fabric. 

d. Regarding claim 9, Vuillaume et al. teaches that the belt is porous 
([0036]). The modified invention of Vuillaume et al. fails to explicitly teach that 
the components have the claimed number of layers. The number of belts will 
affect the amount of air permeability and therefore amount of suction the fabric 
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will see through the belt, as stated above. Therefore this is a result effective 
variable. Consequently, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to have conducted routine experimentation 
to determine the optimum number of layers for each belt in order to obtain the 
desired degree of air permeability. Additionally, the first conveyor does not 
require much suction in that no activity is being performed on the cloth at this 
stage, thus a multilayer cloth would be acceptable. It would then, be logical, to 
have a more air permeable first movable element in that the fabric is being 
consolidated and would need additional suction to maintain the fabric on the belt 
(i.e. use of a single layer cloth would be appropriate here), 
e. Regarding claim 12 and 14-15, the above rejections teach some of he the 
claimed subject matter found in these claims. The subject matter related to the 
tensile strength of the filaments is merely intended use with relation to the 
apparatus claims. In an apparatus claim, only the claimed subject matter related 
to the structural features of the apparatus must be addressed. In this case, the 
tensile strength does no impart a structural feature to the apparatus. 
8. Claims 13 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Vuillaume et al. (US 2002/0168910 A1) in view of Noelle (US 5768756) as applied 
to claim 4 and 15 above, and further in view of Porte (US 3853651). 

The conveyor of Vuillaume et al. in view of Noelle operates at a conveying speed 
to convey the filaments to the movable conveying element (figures). Vuillaume et al. in 
view of Noelle fail to explicitly teach that the linear speed of the second conveying 
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element is less than said conveyor linear speed. Porte teach that in an apparatus for 
manufacturing spun bonded non-woven fabrics (abstract), the speed of the conveyer 
controls the desired thickness and width of the nonwoven fabric, and also determines 
the regularity or homogeneous nature of the fabric (column 1 , lines 8-25). Therefore 
this is a result effective variable. Consequently, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have conducted routine 
experimentation to determine the optimum conveyer speed in order to obtain a desired 
determines the regularity or homogeneous nature of the fabric. 

Conclusion 

9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to SAEED M. HUDA whose telephone number is (571)270- 
5514. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 - 5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Steve Griffin can be reached on (571) 272-1 189. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/KHANH NGUYEN/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1791 

/SAEED M. HUDA/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 1791 



